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REQUIREMENTS PROGRESSFOR CONTINUED 
INTHIS ISSUE of Libra9 Trends, an important step is 
taken toward developing a system of evaluation for library services. All 
of the authors have presented balanced and well-documented discus- 
sions of the successes and failures over several decades in trying to 
determine the social impact and social value of a library program. 
Indeed this survey of articles is probably the best summary of the many 
books, articles, research essays, and personal ruminations outside of 
faculty lecture notes. It would be presumptuous and repetitive, there- 
Fore, to critique each presentation. A more valuable contribution 
would be to take the summaries and structure a short essay from a 
general point of view on why progress seems to be so slow in developing 
an acceptable system of evaluation. 
Although the general themes in the literature cited by the authors 
show a rapidly growing maturity of librarians in understanding and 
assessing the professional services they offer to the public, the overrid- 
ing conclusion from all the studies is that there is still considerable 
groping and uncertainty about which concepts or ideas can be im- 
plemented in a manner acceptable to both the public and the profes- 
sion. Four factors are sketched briefly here as a partial explanation. 
1 .  Basic to the uncertainty, it seems, is that no group has ever truly 
committed itself to measurement or evaluation, including the profes- 
sional organizations. State and national associations have advocated 
evaluation in different ways on frequent occasions, but they have also 
seemed to assure themselves that no effective action would be taken by 
insisting on general professional consensus. Even the federal govern- 
ment has taken this posture with its statistical reporting system. 
As admirable as consensus is, we are not likely to see implementation 
of any system in the foreseeable future by this technique because the 
very nature of library service causes members of the professions to 
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identify more with a local constituency for shortrun decisions than with 
national objectives. Even though library service itself has many com- 
mon elements, regardless of type of library or location, the profession 
is in many ways still a coalition of diverse interests which are often in 
competition with each other to foster individual growth and preserve 
local independence. How fast it will develop a national mind similar to 
the medical or some segments of the teaching professions, one can only 
guess. The problem, therefore, in this transition period is how to deal 
with heterogeneity in the makeup of the profession (in an economic 
and psychological sense) when the conceptualization of evaluation is in 
- .  -
terms of standardization, similarity, and uniformity. 
As a result of this conflict the next step in library evaluation is most 
likely to be a sudden and almost unexplained crystalization of the 
thinking of the profession along with the formal adoption of an evalua- 
tion program by a statetwanting to try something new and feeling 
secure enough to risk experimentation. Its actions will further a coales- 
-
cence in thinking in other sections of the profession. Change by na- 
tional leadership does not seem imminent. 
2. Research efforts have had a paradoxical effect on evaluation. 
While they have provided both specialized and general information for 
the profession, the results have been more a stimulus for academic 
thinking than a tool for actual decision-making. For the most part, the 
researchers have developed first generation evaluation systems which 
(1)are too abstract, (2)are not fully accepted by the faculty of graduate 
library schools, and (3) do not come to grips with the problem of 
defining the goals of the library. 
More important, they have often attempted to be pure without 
understanding that a measurement of a social service is based on 
values, and that the service itself is aimed at nothing less than further- 
ing a set of values. Therefore, to advocate quantitative objectivity 
beyond a certain point has little merit; and in many ways the librarians 
who have insisted on a concurrent discussion of values along with 
quantitative measurements have been more in touch with the greening 
of America than the quantitative purists who knew statistics but did not 
fully appreciate that they were a small part of a social and political 
reality. 
In defense of library researchers, it must be stated that the excesses 
were probably necessary at the outset in order for library research to 
overcome its late start and poor empirical base; and, in all honesty, this 
criticism is in part the self-confession of a person who has encouraged a 
number of young researchers to be pure. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
The articles in this issue suggest rather clearly that researchers must 
now reorient their thinking and set two new priorities. First, additional 
single or individual empirical studies and surveys must take second 
place to synthesizing the great mass of present data and concepts into 
workable theories. Some of the theories should encompass total library 
service while others should be concerned with specific programs. Sec- 
ondly, all those interested in library service must develop some ways to 
reduce the time lag between the formulation of research conclusions 
and their general dissemination to and acceptance by the profession. A 
lag itself, one should recognize, is partly evidence of a healthy de- 
velopment and is to be considered pathological only if the profession 
does not act to minimize the delay. The present methods of disseminat- 
ing research data are too slow and are not in a form which encourages 
librarians to study them. Other professions are also looking for an 
efficient delivery system comparable to the well-known model of ag- 
ricultural experiment stations. 
3. A careful review of the current literature on library evaluation 
shows an unwillingness-or inability--of both researchers and prac- 
titioners to accept certain assumptions. Without this acceptance, we are 
never likely to be able to develop models and then make comparative 
tests of their validity. Assumptions do not need to be completely accu- 
rate as descriptors in order to be useful tools of analyses, as Mouzelis 
has expressed: "Thus it happens that assumptions which may be con- 
sidered simplifications . . . are good enough for explaining and pre- 
dicting broader phenomena and for suggesting new problems and 
hypotheses on the ma~rolevel."~ The profession has never hesitated to 
set assumptions as the bases for standards or formulation of plans, or  
for making daily operating decisions. 
Although an extensive discourse on this subject is not feasible in this 
commentary, the basic assumptions which are needed can be outlined 
very briefly as follows: 
a. 	There are more similarities than dissimilarities among libraries. This 
statement is a truism in many ways since the word library defines a 
certain kind of formal institution. National standards, long run 
state and regional plans, and even grants-in-aid are based on this 
premise; but unfortunately at the same time librarians tend to deny 
the validity of statistical and evaluation programs on the grounds 
(1)that their library is truly unique, or  (2) that their library service is 
too complex to describe in quantitive terms. 
b. 	 Quantity has a positive relation to quality in a library administered by 
professionals (i.e., graduates o fa  library school or persons with long experi- 
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ence with otherprofessionals). Professional librarians, for example, do 
not acquire material on a random basis but rather with the goal to 
add to the total fund of knowledge available to a constituency or 
community. They recognize, furthermore, from a common litera- 
ture, that there are definable basic needs which must be met first in 
all communities and that then librarires grow as a systematic ag- 
gregation of specialized materials which fit more sophisticated 
local, regional, or even national demands. The pluralistic nature of 
American library development should never be misinterpreted as 
lack of direction or  absence of any sense of a norm. Where devia- 
tions from currently accepted norms occur, certain basic measures 
show them at once even with the present evaluation systems. 
c. 	 Unlike formal school programs which lend themselves to testing, the specific 
impact of a Libra9 program on the educational process i n  a community is not 
measureable with existing methodolog~cal tools. Nor can one measure the 
ualue of recreational reading. The concern about measuring them 
should therefore be forgotten. 
The effectiveness or impact of a library program is not even as 
definable as mental health because in the latter at least sickness or 
disfunction can be identified. Libraries should merely be viewed as 
supportive in the educational and recreational milieu; and it must be 
admitted that they need not be used by a person in order for him to 
become or  remain socially functional. They are, however, a demon- 
strably economical way for society to provide an opportunity, in 
that the storage and acquisition of material on an individual basis 
would require extra allocations of scarce resources and would so- 
cially tend to make knowledge a private preserve. It is the oppor- 
tunity, therefore, which has the value and which should be meas- 
ured if possible. 
d. 	All outreach programs as they are now defined are equal in importance or 
value. Their purpose is to modify social structures and values and 
they are justified on the basis of moral precepts. Even though 
rehabilitation of a ghetto has an obvious economic advantage and 
usually enhances political stability, a library program for it can still 
be justified in terms of freedom of the individual even if the other 
two conditions did not exist. Outreach programs, moreover, are a 
long-term investment in society and for the most part can be meas- 
ured only in the time span of a generation; given the proper 
philosophical base, one cannot say with certainty that one program 
is better than another except in a social context much broader than 
library service. 
e. 	The effectiveness of a library is afunction of the ability of a library to su$Ply 
information under conditions which encourage further use. Indeed this is 
the only statement of purpose or goal which is needed for a library. 
All others are redundant. A library is an activist agency only to 
accomplish this objective. Theoretically, there is no upper limit to 
effectiveness as defined here, but in a practical sense there is an 
individual and collective social limit based on the amount of time 
available for use of the library in competition with other demands 
on time. 
f. 	Related to this concept o f  effectiveness is that the library ?nustbefree and 
open with only minimal restrictions on acquisitions and storage. Any re- 
striction beyond those necessary to maintain the internal integrity 
of the library is a limitation on opportunity and by definition 
reduces its effectiveness. Normal budgetary restrictions operating 
in the annual allocation of money are not a part of this concept since 
the purpose of evaluation is in part to determine what would occur 
if a given level of funding were increased or decreased. However, 
budgetary policy which sets a fee for use and thereby prevents 
certain uses or requires a user to rank his uses would be a restriction 
reducing effectiveness. 
4. Finally, as might be expected from essentially individual studies, 
one does not see in the literature any agreement on the minimal 
characteristics of an evaluation system. Before further studies or 
synthesizing can be productive, some framework of a model system 
must be established so that some selection process can be devised for 
identifying preferred measures. These measures may not be the final 
ones, but we seem to be unable at this time to even agree on a starting 
place. 
Without citing specific studies, some characteristics of a system could 
be postulated as follows: 
a. 	A system of evaluation must contain as many measurable elements 
as possible, and must express them in a precise language which 
minimizes errors in interpretation based on social connotations. 
While this language is usually mathematical, it need not be in this 
form exclusively. From the measurable elements, we should be able 
to build profiles of individual libraries, much as test material is used 
to outline the personality profiles of a person. 
b. 	 An evaluation system must be essentially a closed one so that it can 
decide and predict internal movements and reactions from outside 
stimuli. Its accuracy needs only be to the point where the predic- 
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tions can be used for middle-range planning of five to seven years. 
An evaluation or measurement system should not be used for 
detailed short-range decision-making, and it is not useful for long 
periods of ten or more years since too many social changes can 
occur in this period of time. 
c. 	 The units of measure in an evaluation system should be related to 
identifiable determinants of potential service or  actual use. The 
determinants in turn must be independent enough so that they can 
be combined in different ways to produce different total programs. 
It is rarely possible to measure a total program with a few indices. 
For example, possession of material, access to material and type of 
use are significant determinants. Similarly, the number and train- 
ing of professional personnel is meaningful. There is always some 
risk that the selected determinants will produce a high correlation 
with each other (as found in the present federal statistical reporting 
system) and as a result only measure a part of a total program or 
produce an overly simple evaluation system. 
d. A corollary to point c is that the system for measurement should not 
contain details on essentially internal alternative uses of resources 
which do not change a basic service or use. A simple illustration is 
the recommendation made at a conference several years ago that 
one should determine the percentage of periodicals which are 
bound, the replacement rate or loss ratio of material, availability of 
direct parking, size of the custodial staff, etc. It would be interesting 
to know something about each of these items (if for no other reason 
than curiosity), but their place in a library program is reflected 
better by other data. Moreover, any one or all of them would have to 
deviate markedly from accepted norms before affecting the overall 
character of a program. As an illustration, low use of a library may 
be caused by inadequate parking, but in an overall measurement 
scheme we are interested only in the low use. The causes are a 
secondary issue and can be multitudinous and unique to a particu- 
lar library. 
e. 	The system should be structured so that measurements can be 
added at a minimal cost to answer specific local questions. 
f. 	 The system must obviously be more descriptive and accurate than 
the existing one and must be acceptable enough to the profession 
that it can be implemented. This requirement does not mean that it 
must reflect a compromise to the point that a large majority ap- 
prove it by a vote or  consensus, but rather realistic enough that it 
can be ordered, and members of the profession will accept the 
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order as less burdensome than the anxiety and frustration of resis- 
tence. 
In summary, the efforts to measure or evaluate library service have 
been significant. One is impressed with the accomplishments in a short 
twenty-year period, and, as summarized by the authors in this issue of 
Library Trends, the studies show steady progress in seeking out the 
fundamental determinants of library service and applying to them 
increasingly sophisticated research tools and concepts. 
There is still marked discontinuity in the studies, and their applica- 
tions have been very uneven. The discontinuity is caused in part by (1)a 
lack of strong formal commitment by many people in the 
profession-at least not strong enough formal commitment to force 
some broad-scale experimental applications; (2)the underemphasis on 
values by researchers who, in an effort to increase objectivity in think- 
ing and analysis, have tended to become too pure; (3) the failure to set 
out in writing some basic assumptions about the nature of library 
service on which comparative evaluations or measurement systems 
could be structured; and (4) the failure to agree on the minimal 
characteristics or  framework of an evaluation system. The overriding 
need now is to synthesize the results of the many studies cited by the 
authors and devklop tentative theories to be applied systematically to a 
large number of libraries. 
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